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10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not include in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. Claims 1 and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. (U.S. Patent 5,978,467) in view of Ory et al. (U.S. Patent 5,140,626). 

Regarding claim 1 , Walker et al. teach the steps of: receiving a call to access a 
subscriber line (col. 3, lines 2-3); determining that the subscriber line is busy (col. 3, 
lines 15-17); placing the caller in a queue implemented within the telecommunications 
network (col. 1 , lines 33-37 and col. 2, lines 21-24 and col. 3, lines 17-19); retaining the 
queue status (col. 2, lines 32-34). However, Walker et al. do not teach placing a 
separate call to the subscriber. 

Ory et al. teach placing a separate call to the subscriber (col. 3, line 63 through 
col. 4, line 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the feature of placing a separate call indicating 
status of the queued subscriber's line, as taught by Ory, in Walker's system thus making 
a better and efficient system by notifying the subscriber about the incoming call without 
interrupting the other party that are currently involved with the subscriber. 
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Regarding claim 6 t Ory teach the separate call is placed through a paging 
system (col. 3, line 63 through col. 4, line 5). 

Regarding claims 7-8, Walker and Ory do not teach receiving at least one 
command from the subscriber in response to placing the separate call indicating queued 
subscriber line access call status and teach a method of call queuing notification 
wherein the command to connects the queued call to the subscriber over a line used to 
place the separate call. Receiving the command from the subscriber to connect the 
queued call to the subscriber over a line used to place the separate call is well know 
and the advantage of using this feature is also well known. For example, periodically 
responding to placing the separate call to acknowledge the subscriber is aware that 
there is a call waiting for the subscriber while he or she busy on another line. 

3. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Walker et al. (U.S. Patent 5,978,467) in view of Ory et al. (U.S. Patent 5,140,626) and 
further in view of Miner et al. (U.S. Patent 5,652,789). 

Regarding claim 2, Walker and Ory do not teach notifying the subscriber before 
placing the separate call indicating the subscriber's line status. 

Miner et al. teach notifying the subscriber before placing the separate call 
indicating the subscriber's line status (col. 8, lines 3-63). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the feature of notifying the subscriber before placing 
the separate call indicating the subscriber's line status, as taught by Miner, in Walker's 
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and Ory's systems thus making the system more efficient by informing the subscriber 
who is busy on another line that there is a call waiting for him or her. 

Regarding claim 3, Miner et al. teach placing the separate call indicating the 
status of subscriber's line based on information about the received call (col. 8, lines 10- 
24). For example, if the caller has high priority or normal priority. 

4. Claims 4-5, 1 0, 1 3, 1 7-1 9, 21 , 24, 29-30, 32, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (U.S. Patent 5,978,467) in view of Ory 
et al. (U.S. Patent 5,140,626) and further in view of Meubus et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,212,261). 

Regarding claim 4 Walker and Ory do not teach the queue is maintained in an 
intelligent peripheral. 

Meubus et al. teach the queue is maintained in an intelligent peripheral (col. 2, 
lines 1-3 - Gateway agent GA[1 9] at switching system). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement the teachings of the queue is maintained in an 
intelligent peripheral in an advanced intelligent network environment in order to have an 
enhanced signaling and data communication capabilities with the intelligent peripheral 
to maintain the queue. 

Claim 5 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 16 and 27. 
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Regarding claims 10, 21, and 32, Meubus et al. teach the separate call is placed 
when the call to the subscriber is queued (col. 2, lines 1-6). 

Claims 13 and 24 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 1 . Furthermore, Meubus et al. teach a service control point (SCP) and 
central office switch / switches (col. 6, lines 42-47), an intelligent peripheral (Fig. 1, 
GA19). 

Claims 17 and 28 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 6. 

Claims 18-19 and 29-30 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above 
with respect to claims 7-8. 

Claim 35 is rejected for the same reason as discussed above with respect to 
claim 24. Furthermore, Meubus et al. teach an AIN equipped with TAT capability (col. 
6, line 53); monitoring signaling to detect TAT trigger and generating a first electrical 
signal for receipt by the SCP in response to the detected TAT trigger (col. 6, lines 51-55 
and col. 7, lines 59-67); generating a second electrical signal requesting status of a 
queue associated with the subscriber line (col. 6, line 55 through col. 7, line 43). 

5. Claims 14-16 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. (U.S. Patent 5,978,467) in view of Ory et al. (U.S. Patent 5,140,626) 
and further in view of Meubus et al. (U.S. Patent 6,212,261) and further in view of Miner 
et al. (U.S. Patent 5,652,789). 
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Claim 14 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 2. 

Regarding claim 15, Miner et al. teach a system for call queue notification 
wherein the IP places the second call based on information about at least one queued 
call (col. 3, lines 15-16). 

Regarding claims 16 and 27, Miner et al. teach providing caller identification 
information to the subscriber (col. 33, lines 5-28). 

6. Claims 9, 11-12, 20, 22-23, 31 , and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (U.S. Patent 5,978,467) in view of Cry et al. 
(U.S. Patent 5,140,626) further in view of Meubus et al. (U.S. Patent 6,212,261) and 
further in view of Ginsberg (U.S. Patent 6,064,730). 

Regarding claims 9, 20, and 31 , Walker and Ory do not teach moving the queued 
call to the front of the queue. 

Ginsberg teaches moving / routing the queued call to the next available agent 
when it is at the front of the queue (col. 1 , lines 28-34). 

There are different methods of handling incoming calls in a call center, enabling a 
caller to have his or her interests better served are desirable. For example, moving a 
call in the queue according its priority or simply just routing the call in the front of the 
queue to the next available agent. The latter one is the prefer one in the instant 
application. 

Regarding claims 1 1 , 22, and 33, Ginsberg teaches a length of time that the call 
to the subscriber is queued (col . 2, linel 1 ). 
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Regarding claims 12, 23, and 34, Ginsberg teaches a number of calls queued 
(col. 2, lines col. 2, lines 60-61 - how long the agent's queue is). 

7. Claims 25 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. (U.S. Patent 5,978,467) in view of Ory et al. (U.S. Patent 5,140,626) 
further in view of Meubus et al. (U.S. Patent 6,212,261) and further in view of Kilander 
etal. (U.S. Patent 5,742,675). 

Claims 25 and 37 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 24. However, Walker and Ory do not teach setting a monitor on the 
subscriber line and notifying the SCP when the line is idle, responding to the call being 
answered by the subscriber, connecting the subscriber and the caller. 

Kilander et al. teach (Fig. 3) that while the call is queued, the CCS 20 monitoring 
an agent and gathering services, once the agent is available / idle, signal the CCS and 
route the caller to the agent (col. 6, lines 33-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the feature of monitoring an agent and gathering 
services, once the agent is available / idle, signal the CCS and route the caller to the 
agent, as taught by Kilander, in Walker's and Ory's systems in order to permit the 
subscriber to indicate his or her availability to handle incoming calls efficiently and to 
avoid caller from hanging up the phone for waiting too long. 
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8. Claims 26 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker etal. (U.S. Patent 5,978,467) in view of Ory et al. (U.S. Patent 5,140,626) 
and further in view of Meek et al. (U.S. Patent 5,982,859). 

Claim 36 is rejected for the same reasons discussed in claim 37. However, 
Walker and Ory do not teach setting a Next Even List to determine the status of the 
subscriber line in response to a determination that the queue is empty. 

Meek et al. teach the SCP determines the destination condition such as busy or 
no answer by sending an Analyze Route Message including a Next Event List to the 
destination SSP (col. 6, lines 17-30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the feature of determining the destination condition 
such as busy or no answer by sending an Analyze Route Message including a Next 
Event List to the destination SSP, as taught by Meek, in Walker's and Ory's systems in 
order to sufficient handling incoming calls and maximum utilizing agents. 

Claim 26 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed with respect to claims 35 
and 36. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-37 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant's arguments are addressed in 
the above claims rejections. 
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1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Quynh H. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7489. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday from 6:15 A.M. to 
4:45 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ahmad Matar, can be reached on 571-272-7488. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://Dair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-91 97 (toll-free). 



Quynh H. Nguyen 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2642 




